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Response to Arsuments 
Claims 1-27 are pending in this application. 
Applicant's arguments filed October 24, 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Nev^ matter has been added to the claims as a result of the claim amendments (see the 
action below). 

35 U. S. C. 102 Rejections 

In response to applicant arguments (remarks, pg. 8) that Arkko does not teach or suggest 
the "storing or comparing of an expected network infrastructure comprising an expected physical 
topography and an expected logical topography as recited in claims 1,10 and 19 of the present 
invention, Examiner disagrees. 

Applicant specification suggests that the logical topology of the network infrastructure 
(e.g. physical environment) is created or changed by management system using configuration 
agent (pg. 9 L14-16). In other words, the specification suggests that the physical environment is 
treated as a one of a logical topology as indicated by the example. 

Arkko explicitly discloses the process of storing the expected network infrastructure 
description, wherein the expected network infrastructure description comprises an expected 
physical topography, which is same as expected logical topography (see fig. 5A item #505, col. 2 
L35-65: the physical topography includes expected device connections) and further discloses the 
process of comparing the expected device connections with the actual current connections (i.e. 
comparing expected network infrastructure description with a current network infrastructure 
description wherein the current network infrastructure comprises current physical topography, 
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i.e. the current device connections, which as per applicant specification, is same as current 
logical topography, col. 2 L35-65 and fig. 5 A item #510, 515). Arkko clearly teaches the process 
of recording or storing the expected device connections (i.e. physical topography, which is same 
as logical topography, col. 2 L62-65). Therefore Arkko does teach the process as set forth above. 

In any event, even if Arkko did not explicitly suggested that the expected network 
infrastructure description comprises an expected physical topography and an expected logical 
topography, and current network infrastructure description comprises a current physical 
topography and a current logical topography, the phrase "network topology" in Arkko should 
have been inherently interpreted as to include physical and logical topography, simply because 
the phrase topology is defined to include configuration and/or layout of network formed by 
connections between the devices. 

Further applicant failed to explicitly define in the disclosure the intended teaching of the 
"expected physical topography", "expected logical topography", "current physical topography" 
and "current logical topography". Therefore Examiner can interpret the expected and current 
number and/or location of the processing devices (Arkko, col. 2 L35-36) to be expected and 
current physical topography and the expected and current device connections (Arkko, col. 2 L61- 
65) to be expected and current logical topography. 

To conclude, the expected network infrastructure description of Arkko does include 
expected physical topography (i.e. the number and/or location of the processing devices in 
expected network topology, Arkko, col. 2 L35-36) and expect logical topography (i.e. expected 
device connections, Arkko, col. 2 L61-65); and the current network infrastructure description of 
Arkko does include current physical topography (i.e. the number and/or location of the 
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processing devices in the current network topology, Arkko, col. 2 L35-40) and current logical 
topography (i.e. current device connections, Arkko, col. 2 L61-65). 

Based on the above discussion, it is clearly noted that Arkko does teach and suggest the 
process of comparing the expected network infrastructure description with a current network 
infrastructure description comprising a current physical topography and current logical 
topography (see Arkko, col. 2 L20-65, fig. 5A step #505, 510 and 515). 

35 U. S. C. 103 Rejections 

As discussed above, Arkko does disclose and teach storing and comparing an expected 
physical topography and an expected logical topography with a corresponding current physical 
topography and current logical topography as recited in claims 1,10 and 19. 

In response to applicant argument that Miyake does not teach the process of converting 
said expected network infrastructure description into an expected network infrastructure 
graphical description and converting said current network infrastructure description into a 
current network infrastructure graphical description (remarks, pg. 10), Examiner disagrees. 

Miyake explicitly teaches and discloses the process wherein the 2 dimensional data (i.e. 
text data) is converted to a 3 dimensional view (i.e. graphical view, fig. 58-83; pg. 2 [0021, 
0026]; pg. 3 [0032]; pg. 4 [0089]). 

Fig. 58-83 shows the process of changing and/or converting the 2D data into the 3D view 
in a separate window. For example: fig. 80 shows that the text data on the first window, item 
#19, and the graphical version of the data in the first window is displayed in the second window, 
item #20 i.e. the tree data is converted and the graphical representation of the tree data is 
displayed. 
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Therefore the combination of the Arkko and Miyake does result the subject matter 
claimed in claims 6, 15 and 24. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning (remarks, pg. 1 1-12), it must be recognized that any 
judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight 
reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of 
ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge 
gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re 
McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

To conclude, the combination of Arkko, Miyake, Benfield and Fitsgerald discloses, 
teaches and suggests each and every limitation of the claimed subject matter of the present 
application. As such the Rejection is maintained. 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claims 1-27 are presented for examination. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 1 12 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such fiill, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in tiie art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1 . Claims 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
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art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

The claims recite the limitation of "wherein said expected network infrastructure 
description comprises an expected physical topography and an expected logical topography; and 
the limitation of "wherein said current network infrastructure description comprises a current 
physical topography and a current logical topography". However, the specification merely 
describes a database for storing an expected network infrastructure (pg. 9 L. 12-13). The 
specification further suggests that the first phase of the present invention involves collecting the 
expected network infrastructure description and the current network infrastructure description 
(pg. 10 L5-1 1) and in the second phase (fig. 3B), device in the current infrastructure description 
are compared to devices in the expected infrastructure description (pg. 10 LI 1-15). There is no 
whatsoever any indication or suggestion about storing an expected network infrastructure 
description, wherein said expected network infrastructure description comprises an 
expected physical topography and an expected logical topography and comparing said 
expected network infrastructure description with a current network infrastructure description, 
wherein said current network infrastructure description comprises a current physical 
topography and a current logical topography. As such, the above claimed limitation presents 
new subject matter situations and was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C- 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention, 

2. Claims 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 

failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 

the invention. 

The phrase "topography" is defined as following (based upon the American Heritage, 
College Dictionary, Fourth Edition, ISBN 0-618-09848-8, pg. 1450): 

a. . Detailed precise description of a place or a region. 

b. Graphical representation of surface features of a place or a region on a map. 

c. A description of a structured entity, etc. 

Therefore, the phrase "topography" renders the claim indefinite because applicant failed 
to distinctly provide, indicate or convey the intended teaching of the phrase i.e. whether the 
phrase "topography" is directed to the graphical representation or is directed to the detailed 
description of the network, etc. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was publ ished under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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3. Claims 1-5, 10-14 and 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Arkko et al. (hereinafter Arkko, U. S. Patent No. 6,535,517 Bl). 

As per claim 1, Arkko explicitly discloses a method for managing a network 
infi-astructure comprising: storing an expected network infrastructure description (fig. 5A item 
#505, col. 9 L6-7), and wherein said expected network infrastructure description comprises an 
expected physical topography and an expected logical topography (as per applicant specification 
pg. 9 L12-16, the logical and physical topography is same, col. 2 L35-36, L61-65 and fig. 5A 
item #505: shows storing of the expected network topology wherein expected topology includes 
expected physical topography such as the number and/or location of processing devices 
associated with the expected network topology, device connections, which are also interpreted as 
expected logical topography according to applicant); comparing said expected network 
infrastructure description with a current network infrastructure description (col. 9 LI 5-1 8, col. 2 
L35-40, L62-65), and wherein said current network infrastructure description comprises a 
current physical topography and a current logical topography (col. 2 L20-65: shows the process 
of comparing expected device connections with the actual device connections); and outputting a 
result of said comparing, wherein differences between said expected network infrastructure 
description and said current network infrastructure disruption are displayed (col. 14 LI 4- 16 and 
col. 13L1-23). 

As per claim 2, Arkko discloses a system wherein the network infrastructure is a 
switched network infrastructure (fig. 1-4 and col. 3 L50-67). 
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As per claim 3, Arkko discloses the process of implementing a change of said network 
infrastructure with a configuration agent and storing said change in said expected network 
infrastructure description (col. 9 L46-57 and col. 14 L32-34). 

As per claim 4, Arkko discloses the process of collecting said current network 
infrastructure description (col. 10 L21 to col. 12 L24). 

As per claim 5, Arkko discloses the process wherein said collecting current network 
infrastructure description further comprises using agents to collect said current network 
infrastructure description (col. 10 L21 to col. 12 L24). 

As per claims 10-14 and 19-23, they do not teach or further define over the limitations in 
claims 1-5. Therefore, claims 10-14 and 19-23 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in 
claims 1-5. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
4. Claims 6, 15 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Arkko et 
al. (hereinafter Arkko, U. S. Patent No. 6,535,517 Bl) in view of Miyake et al. (hereinafter 
Miyake, Pub. No. US 2001/00421 18 Al). 

As per claim 6, Arkko does not explicitly disclose the process of converting said 
expected network infrastructure description into an expected network infrastructure graphical 
description and converting said current network infirastructure description into a current network 
infrastructure graphical description. Miyake, from the same field of endeavor, explicitly 
discloses the process of displaying two-dimensional data in a two-dimensional display area and 
all portion of the two-dimensionally displayed data is displayed three-dimensionally in a three- 
dimensionally area (read as network infrastructure description is converted to network 
infrastructure graphical representation, see abstract; fig. 27 and fig. 68 item #32 displayed 
graphically as item #47; fig. 58-83; pg. 2 [0021], [0026]; pg. 3 [0032]). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Arkko in view of Miyake, in order to convert the expected and current network 
infrastructure description to the expected and current network infrastructure graphical 
description, since Miyake teaches the process of changing the 2-dimensional data to 3- 
dimensional graphical view. 

One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been motivated because it would have 
enabled a control for displaying each of the plurality of types of logical network topologies on 
the display means (i.e. graphical display), wherein all of the plurality of types of logical network 
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topologies can be uniformly managed (Miyake, pg. 2 [0021]) and further it would have 
implemented the capability of displaying a network topology situation for a network manager 
(Miyake, pg. 4 [0089]). 

As per claims 15 and 24, they do not teach or further define over the limitations in claim 
6. Therefore, claims 15 and 24 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in claim 6. 
5. Claims 7, 16 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Arkko et 
al. (hereinafter Arkko, U. S. Patent No. 6,535,517 Bl) in view of Miyake et al. (hereinafter 
Miyake, Pub. No. US 2001/00421 18 Al), and ftirther in view of Benfield et al. (hereinafter 
Benfield, Pub. No.: US 2003/0009552 Al). 

As per claim 7, Arkko in view of Miyake does not explicitly disclose the process of 
comparing said expected network infrastructure graphical description with said current network 
infrastructure graphical description. 

Benfield, from the same field of endeavor, discloses the process of comparing topology 
maps of two different states (read as comparing two graphical representation of network 
infrastructure, pg. 17 block #218-223). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Arkko in view of 
Miyake, and fiarther in view of Benfield, by incorporating the teaching of Benfield as stated 
above, in order to compare expected network infrastructure graphical description with current 
network infi-astructure graphical description. 

One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been motivated because any changes in 
network topology would have been displayed using graphical changes such that user would have 
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easily discerned the topology changes and/or an administrative user would have been able to 
view one or more changes in topology over a period of time (Benfield, pg. 17 block #220, 222). 

As per claims 16 and 25, they do not teach or further define over the limitations in claim 
7. Therefore, claims 16 and 25 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in claim 7. 
6. Claims 8, 17 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Arkko et 
al. (hereinafter Arkko, U. S. Patent No. 6,535,517 Bl) in view of Fitzgerald et al. (hereinafter 
Fitzgerald, U. S. Patent No. 5,581,764). 

As per claim 8, Arkko does not explicitly disclose the process of outputting a list of 
devices from said expected network infrastructure description which are missing from said 
current network infrastructure description, outputting a list of devices from said current network 
infrastructure description having a different configuration from the configuration of said devices 
in said expected network infirastructure description and outputting a list of devices from said 
current network infrastructure description which are not described in said expected network 
infi-astructure description. 

Fitzgerald, from the same field of endeavor, discloses the method of comparing a 
Should have list (SH, read as expected network infi-astructure description) and Already have list 
(AH, read as current network infrastructure description) of network resources (fig. 24 block #98) 
and based on comparison, generating (read as outputting) a Need List that identifies items that 
are present in the AH list but absent fi-om SH list (col. 5 LlO-30). A Need list also identifies 
resource deletions, additions, and updates necessary to configure a desktop (read as list which 
identifies the missing component, not described component and component with different 
configuration in either expected or current network infrastructure description, fig. 24 item #98 
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and #100 and fig. 25 item #1 12, #1 14, #1 16 and #1 18; fig. 3 considering an update function for a 
device with different configuration, delete function for a deleting devices or resources that are 
missing from current network infrastructure description and adding function for adding resources 
that are not described in expected network infrastructure description or Should have list; col. 5 
LI 0-57). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Arkko in view of Fitzgerald, in order to output a list of 
devices that are missing from current network infrastructure description, devices or resources 
having a different configuration from expected configuration and devices that are not described 
in expected network infi'astructure description. 

One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been motivated because doing would have 
automated and enabled the management of changes in a distributed computing environment 
(Fitzgerald, col. 8 LI 5-21). It would have also articulated and managed the specific system 
configuration requirements and would have further permitted dynamic reconfiguration of a 
system based upon policy changes and system technology configuration changes (Fitzgerald, col. 
7 L30-35). Also, it would have enabled resource deletions, additions, and updates necessary to 
configure computer systems in accordance with administrator requirements (Fitzgerald, col. 5 
L35-40). 

As per claims 1 7 and 26, they do not teach or further define over the limitations in claim 
8. Therefore, claims 17 and 26 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in claim 8. 
7. Claims 9, 18 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Arkko et 
al. (hereinafter Arkko, U. S. Patent No. 6,535,517 Bl) in view of Burgess et al (hereinafter 
Burgess, U. S. Patent No. 5,696,701). 
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As per claim 9, Arkko does not disclose the process of outputting a message stating that 
expected network infrastructure description and current network infrastructure description are 
identical. Burgess discloses the process of outputting a message indicating that an event has 
occurred, wherein the message includes data about the event (coL 6 LI 8-25). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Arkko in view of Burgess, in order to output a message stating expected and current 
infrastructure description are identical. One of ordinary skilled in the art would have been 
motivated because it would have informed and/or notified the network administrator about the 
status of the network infrastructure and/or changes occurred in the network infrastructure if there 
are any. 

As per claims 18 and 27, they do not teach or further define over the limitations in claim 
9. Therefore, claims 18 and 27 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in claim 9. 

Additional References 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure, 

a. Huang et al., U. S. Patent No. 6,735,548 Bl . 

b. Tezuka et al., U. S. Patent No. 6,047,320. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KAMAL B. DIVECHA whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5863. The examiner can normally be reached on Increased Flex Work Schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Zami Maung can be reached on 571-272-3939. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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